UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-2649

LESTER STOVALL,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

and

LYNDA S. STOVALL, and on behalf of others
simlarly situated, et el,

Pl aintiff,

ver sus

PEPSI COLA DCLP,
Def endant - Appell ee,

and

NOCEL SM TH, Business Agent, Beverage Drivers
Uni on Local #67; STEPHEN MCBRI DE, Secretary,
Beverage Drivers Union Local #67;, WLLIE
BOYCE, Hunman Resources Manager, Pepsi Cola
DCLP; SONNY BROOKEN, Chief Financial Oficer,
Pepsi Cola DCLP; GAVIN SAUNDERS, Warehouse
Manager, Pepsi Cola DCLP; PAUL O CONNOR,
Supervi sor, Pepsi Cola DCLP; JI MSCHULTZ, Gen-
eral Manager, Pepsi Cola DCLP; | NTERNATI ONAL
BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS, AFL-Cl O BEVERAGE
DRI VERS LOCAL UNI ON #67,

Def endant s.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Peter J. Messitte, District Judge. (CA-
95- 303-PIM

Subm tted: February 13, 1997 Deci ded: February 25, 1997

Bef ore W DENER and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, ~ Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Lester Stovall, Appellant Pro Se. Stephen Daniel Gaeff, Phillip
Matt hew Schwartz, CARR, MORRI S & CGRAEFF, Washington, D.C., for

Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

" Seni or Judge Butzner did not participate in consideration of
this case. The opinionis filed by a quorumof the panel pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 46(d).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order granting Defen-
dants' notion for sunmmary judgnment and di sm ssing his conplaint
filed pursuant to Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, as
amended, 42 U. S.C. § 2000e-2 (1994), and 42 U . S.C. § 1981 (1994).
We have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. Stovall v. Pepsi Cola DCLP, No. CA-95-303-

PIM(D. Md. Sept. 25, 1996). We di spense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented i n the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

Process.
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